
‘PSCRUIT; :i.,,iT : Let ' s start at the very beginning of your 
perticisa tion in the '.%%I d&ate. 

1. ;i0:.l did you bccor-:e n&ive in the debate? 
2. 1!ho recruited you (to write the article, testify, etc.)?. 
3. ?!hat was your motivaticn for involvement in the ADI": 

controversy? 
4. Low effective did you think you would be, i.e., what . 

were your cxpoctations of succass? 
5. Dick you recruit any oti:cr scientists to enter the fray? . 

193 I was writing regularly on "Science and Man" for the Washington Post. I was 
somewhat disappointed in Humphrey's ambiguous associations ‘with Johnson's 
Vietnam policy; I was looking for issues that might help dsicover, and fix, 
distinctions between his and LBJ's approaches to military policy. I thought 
the ABM debate, as of 1968, was a crucial test; and one furthermore that would 
'make a difference' as between Humphrey and Nixon. I did not want to see 
another missile-gap myth like the 60 campaigh's, end up in a new distortion 
of our own force calculations. See my 6-22-68 article and thereafter. 

2. No one. 

4-5. Foresaw an outside chance that force stratgeies might be effectively debated 
during the campaign. I asked Jerry Wiesner (as a scientists' committee for HHH) 
to advocate this to Humphrey, which he did, with indifferent success. 

TOTAL ACTIVITY ENGAGl% IN REGARDIEG AS1 
.- . 

1. What were all the things you did-to oppose or support 
deployment of ABX? 

2. l;owmuch time and energy do you estimate you expended?! 
3. 1Iave you spent similar amounts on ether issues? 
4. If so, which, when? 

1 Some financial contributions; Council for Livable E@XEH World. A few personal 
letters to senatord. Odd talks on campus. Incidental references in other articles. 

2 .Not a great deal. A man-week perhaps. 

3-4 Much more, e.g. on biological warfare 1966-71. 

But my.style is not energetic political activism. I am analytically involved in 
.a wide variety of issues. 
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1. How would- you estimate the diPision of the scientific community onARM? 
90% opposed; 16% for deployment - 
75 25 
50 50 

l""m 
75 
90 

2.'$uld you difftrenti@te among academic 
scientists? 

industrial and government 
- Eetween those knowledee:ble about ABX and not? 

3. To what do you ottribute the differences betweer! pro and anti ABM 
scientists? . ~ 

4. Overall,. do you think the extentn and intensity of the scientists' 
participation in the A&VI debate has been ber:eficial or detrimental 
to the scientific community? 

5. Has there been any retribution whether to a scientist individuaily 
or to tne community OS a result of tne ABk debate? 

1 90% opposed. 

2. acad>govt>industrial opposed. More'knwledgeable about ABM more likely 
to favor it (as a technological tour de force). Those who understand 

3 the economics and politics of action-reaction, or who look more closely 
into the specific missions for which different designs are planned 
(like-fanofsky) have opposed it. 

Willingness to accept and plan for a world of mutual hostagery, is the 
central-issue. Many-people find this psychologically intolerable. How 

'can we trust the rationality of any enemy ? Level of confidante in American 
institutbons is another factor; some anti-ABMers are merely foolhardy 

(about values they have limited faith in> and would take strbng risks 
in unilateral disarmament, or do anything to defang the DOD. 

Some pro-ABMers accept the cogency of technical argument against ehe 
present plans, but believe that technology can ultimately solve any 
problem. 

4 Overall about neutral. Pro: some heightened sensitivity and sense of 
efficacy about role in political decision;, Con: a lot of commitment by 
people who had not thought very deeply about it and took a great deal 
by rote, on faith. 

5 Reeribution? a strong word. Perhaps might be applied to Long/Hammordcases; 
but it is not unreasonable that the President have the confidence of his 
principal advisers. Remarkable little recrimination against individuals 
as far as I am aware. Doubtless helped to polarize a majoritybin Congress 
against scientists' meddling, and in turn against science (esp. NSF funding‘ 
I would not put great weight on this. 



EFFtiCTS OF PARTICIPATIOiJ: POLITICAL 

1. Has your participaticn altereg your political 
views in any way? 

2. Would you say your experience in the ASI.debate 
h&z made you nore oi less likely to participate in.futl;lre 
-scientific OX technolcgical issues with political mpll- 

1-2 shoe's on the other foot. Dabbling in ABM was'bybproduct of mynother commitments 
to public communication on scientific matters, 

3 impact of sciehtiEic advances (esp. biology): domestication of science. 

cations? 
-3. Vhat are they likely-to be? 
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PREVIOUS POLITICAL ACTIVITY: 

1. Dicl you engage in- any partisan political activity 
prior to the AZ4 Zehate? If so,what, campaigning for 
candidate? Financial contributions? 1Jriting letters on 
behalf of somone? 

2. Vere you previously active in such scientific 
organizations concemed with public issues such as the 
Fed. of Amer. Scientists? 

1. some pf all, in dependent of ABM issue 

2 somewhat 
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1. IS there a problem in separating E&D from procurement aad depolyment?. 
2. Do scientists fall in love with things they develop? 
3. Is there anything in US.policy or attitudes that~nakes likely .the 

4. DO 
use of existing technology , le. is there a technological imperative? 

YOU think ABM is technically feasible? ~~;.t-'i ;*w+I, c.~cs.>ti~~ &~TAL L,~z~</T+ 
5. If you did think it would do what it's supposed to do, wculd &u ' 

favor its deployment, why? 

1. I’m not sure I undesstand. I think 'technology can'be developed and then 
prudently be contai.ned. But lead time problems complicate this for balance of 
forces in international competittion. I.E. If the USSR had developed an ABM we 
are constrained to do much the same, even shortbof de$,loyment. 

2. Yes. But other scientists (and politicians) can enlarge their wisdmm. 

3. You mean Ellul's law? I think he has cart before the engine. No. (see ~188 attach.) . . 
4. Panofsky assures me not for its present m issions. 
be developed for site-defense. 

Undoubtedly it could eventually 
Useless for damage-limitation a/c Soviet reaction 

capability. 

5. Upset the strategic balance. (see 220 attached). 



~/TO t;hat do YOU attribute the change in votes and apparent interest 
- in ,the .AEi4 between '69 & '?C? 

2. Ijave you any kno\?ledge or thoughts about ho!:? and why-the anti-Chinese 
t'ationale was dropped by the Sen. Armed Services Cotmittec this year? 

1. -Strengthening of anti-war movement generally (should be irrelevant!). 

2 Confuses the "SALT bargaining ch&p argument I'. Hard to defend g~k residual ABM 
('national comm and center) that way'(or any other!). 

VIEWS 08 OPPOXENTS:- 

1. How well informed do you think your scientific opponents were? 
2. Which 0~~3 of your opponents do you really feel knew what he 

was talking about? Wohlstetter, e.g; 
3. -Do you th!.nk access to classified informtion was important 

in the debate? 

1-Z Issue did not really center on technical evaluation (though I share 
doubts about problems like realibility of the computervprogramming sans 
operational tests.) 

I did not sar~x enter into any direct debate with scientific opponents. 
I have read a fair b6t of the Congressional testimony, however. 

3 Yes, for the technical evaluations. I had to grant every debatable point 
for lack of such access. Therefore I relied, indbrectly, to a very large extent 
on the statements of Panofsky and Drell; and to a lesser extent, Wiesner, York 
and others for the appropriate coloration of response on that score. 

3 
,811 these granted, frt~~xxa there memainect the political evaluation (in terms 

of deterrence theory), and the face-ualue of professed arguments like the 
bargaining chip. 

NOV LET'S TALK AEOUT- ALL TRC.PEO?LE YOU COXiXCTED RIZGI?RDING . THE ABf?: 
CO?4Ml1JITY LEADERS, CO!wU~~ITY GROUPS 

1. Did you make any effort to engage the cocmunity in 
discussing this issue? 

2. If yes, ho\? did you 90 about it? 

In muted fashion, Stanford students. 

' Letters to ediotr; few talks.' 
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1; with which senators -.*- any Contact concerning the A%;? -""Y 
2. iIho initiated it? 

Anfi -nflressm&n did. you have 

3. How many times did you see or write to each one7 
4. Which AA'S or LA's did you see or contact? 
5. i?ho initiated th&e contacts? .* 
6. which $legisLator- 

you influenced? 5 or their assistants do YOU think 

l,Harris, Mondal.e, Tunney. 

2 I wrote. 

3 1 of 2. 

4-6 0.0~ ? 

However, my Post column is read widely in Washington, and is my principal 
means of reaching Congress. 

CONTACTS 1!I*lYI TI:E DEFE13SE TECHNICAL- COMJ,~lJ~~]XTY WITHIN THE 
EXECUTIVE CRANCII (ARPA, DOD, ACDA, ~.~@, ETC. ) 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

Ghom did you communicate with? 
Who initiated the contacts? 

. _ 

tqhom do you feel you influenced? 
k?ho do YOU feel influenced your thinking? 

-11- 
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CONTACTS !5Tf! TI!E DX?ENSf: TXWJICAL CO~IMUIIITY OUTSIDE THE 
GOVT: INDUSTRIAL & X08-PROFIT5 

1. Whom did you communicate wito? 
.2. who initiated the contacts? 
3. Whom do you fGe1 you influenced? 
4. 'i"ho do you feel' influenced your thinking? 

1. :TV? Radic? - 
2. When, how, who arranged? 
3. flow effective? 
4. Feedback fr-jn listp"tisL n- ---.A---? 11 A- ‘d- rAharr IL’ 



CONTACTS WITli SOCIAL SCIENTISTS 

1. :Did you commtinica& *with or make &e of any social 
scientists durinrj your participation? 

2. Eormative: F'lhat is ynur view of.thc role played 
by the social scientists in the debate? 

-15-. 

1. ‘If en&c@ in ljtihlic dekkte, how recruited? 
2. What think of politicization of professional organiza- 

tions? 



NOW LET'S E:OVE TO KOXIX GEI!E!J.AL ARE&S -AlW TALE; AEOUT THE IiOLE OF 
'SCIEMTISTS AS ADVISCRS: 

1. In general, do you think scientists are tised to legitimate 
decisions based on political. considerations, or do you think 
th$y really influccced governmental. thinking on the RBX? .--,..- _ ,,,,- _-_. ^ _-.r_-. .I" 

2. Could you give me any exampl.%G'"‘t&"bez? out what you just said? 
3. What is your explanation of the Scpt '67 decision to deploy? 

Do you think any scier.tists were consulted on that decision? 
If so, who? 

4. V&at is your explanation of the @ rch '69 Safeguard decision? 
Do you think any scientists were consulted on that d.ecision? 
If so, who? 
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CONGRI3SS: 

. - '1. Uhat is you r view of a congressrzan's or senator's 
abii,ity to understand the technical issues involved? 

_ 2. Do you think congressmen dnd'senators are able to 
secure adequate outside expertise? 

3. If not, how would you amliorate this? 



1. Can a scierltist give inpnrtial advice on a question iike AEX? 
2. Should he, or should he-assume nii advocacy position and enlist 

others to his cause? EOV will he be Tore effective? 
3. with how many decisions of a govt shotG.d a man.disagree before he 

decides he must resign from his advisory position in order to maintain 
his integrity? 

4, Can you @v& an example of where you think It would have been effective 
in the AB1.I case if a scientist had rs.si&d? 



CONFLICT t;ET:!Ef;N SCISMTIl'IC ETHOS ANti POLITICS~ 

-l.. Do you perceive any conflict or tension between 
your professional role as a scientist and your role as a 
partisan in a highly politicized. issue? 

2. I+?ould you say you used the same orientation or 
approach to the ABI~ problem as you do in your own research: 
in terms of objectivity, looking at the whole problem, 
stating your assumptions explicitly, etc? 

3. How about other scientists in the debate? First 
those on the same side as you. 

4. How about those on the other side? 
------------------------------- 

1. I-don't think I- was all that partisan in my own role. My first introduction to the subject: 
was mainly to ask that it be properly ventilated. 

There is a potential conflict, on which I touched @ p. 19 

2. Even .so, no; I am not sure that is even possible, and with all the cautions stated p. I?, 
I would still-not pretend to comparable objectivity. I would say first off that I do not feel 
I have that much knowledge or expertise; but then who does and is equally capable of non- 
pre.judicial judgment? 

3. I was anti-ABM;ymy most of my colleagues on this side knew much less, and were less ready to 
deal 'objectively' with the problem. I think their reactions were mobilized by some crowdlfever 
and by a generalized anti-administration and -anti-DOD stance. Much the same thong has hapFelled 
in the CBW debates-- coming to essentially the right conclusions for the-wrong reasons. 

4. I do not identify many scientists on the pro-ABU side. Perhapsnbecause they were so ikolrted, 
I have.the impression fiat many of their remarks were more cgutious. 

But after all, ABM was and is not primarily a scientific issue..' Any more than fall-out I;!& 
shelters. (See,.again, 22OA) 



Kood : "Scientists are an apolitical elite, triumphing in the 
political arena to the extent to which they disavow 
political objectives and refuse to behave according 
to conventional political practice." 

VS 
Sayre: "Scientists can't staz aloof frop? the political 

arena but are inescapably committed to politics if 
.they hope to exercise influence in the shaping of 
public policy, including science holicics." 

1. Should scientists organize' for political action? 
2. If yes, what forms of organization are best? 

a Partisan politics such as Scientists and Engi.neers for.. 
b Council for Livable !:orld seminars? 
c Picketing, marching, demonstrating? 

3. Rave you been involved in any such activities? 
4. EOw effective do you think each of them is? 

l-2. Scientpist:would so the best service by working to mainta,in open analysis and 
discussion of technical problems. I think Wood is closer to real life. 

2b. 

3-4 Limited. My main channels are 1) public writing; 2) cpnaultation with 
govt agencies and congressional staff: occasional testimony. 
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-1;.Row effective are scientists in political arena? 
2. Vlhat skills do they bring into political arena? 
3. How effective do you think scientists were overall 

in ABX debate? . 
4. How would outcome have been different if hadn't had 

nassive effort? 
5. Vhich scientists do you thin?; 

influencing Congress, 
.weremost effective in 

the pu.blic br the decision makers? 
6. To what do you attribute their success?. 

1. Not very 

2. Specific knowledge and prestige in appropriate areas. We know less than we 
pretend about the realities of non-laboratorjp milieu. 

3. They did succeed in opening up a lot of issues that then became more 'popular'. 
Some of them were as pheny as skin cancer or radiation hazard %rom the SST. But 
they show the administration had not done allw of its homework. Bombs in your backvard? 

4. Fewer Senators would have mobilized, 
had not been strongly urged. 

or felt the effort was worthwhile if they 

5. 1. think the Panofsky-Packard debate must have been very damaging to the credibility 
of the DOD. "A scientistx I met at the nirpott! 

6. Rigor. Straightforwardness. Clarity of thinking, and of articulate expression. 



.VIEi?S ON T~~A’I’IONAL SI;CURI’i’Y : 

1..Wkat means do you see for achieving security? 
~~~t;_~~ea~~n~~s~~uI~,,-~---deireed,? . - - 
~~ea~tiUld~-~~C.--G-Svti~ 
4; View of SALT talks-? 
5. iiow do you view the military establishment in this 

couR.try? 

1. Atlantic Alliance; economic and political unification ; systematic programs 
of world development. 

B 
4, See 220. Maybe start of longlasting better dialogue Gith USSR over mutual 

problems. (?$c$ 

5. It has enormous job.to do; under systematic direction like McNamara's, 
it can do it rather well. Side effects, of inappropriate degree of political 
and economic influence that are difficult to seprate from the scale of its task,. 
n,eed to be watched more carefully. Will take a shrewd and courageous president 
and OSD. Laird may be doing moderately well, but the task of 'keeping DOD honest' 
is‘an enormous one. The recent Enthoven-Smith book paints.a convincing picture. 

Military people whould have'broadercareer options, e.g. to branch into foreign 
service, arms control, AID work etc., so they are notbpersonally locked into a 
rigid narrow stance of how to solve the country's problems. Conversely a good combat 
soldmer does not necessarily mature into the shrewdest strategist. 

DOD canna be held responsible if the President accepts only its advice, knowing 
the inherent bias ,in the.source. But DOD must be more actively barred from 
influence in bther areaas --w&&.-d; regional employment 
patterns; foreign policy. 

Yarmolinbby's book covers this very well. 

DOD should not be the prime funder in areas like-engineering research. It 
needs significant contact with the academic community, but the latter must have 

other recourse to keep its independence. 



1. 
2. 

3. 
4. 
5. 

6. 

Ho@ do you regard Russia? 
How would you assess the probability that tre and the Soviet Union 

~111 enga&z In a m assive enga~enc2nt within the next 5-10 years? ? '- 
HOW much contact have you had with Russir;n scientists? b':Jc/t ?'"" 'j)ttM I^; 2J'_JI//7 I 
How do you regard China? 
Now would you assess the probability that we and the Chinese 

will engage in a massive engagement within the next S-10 years? 
Bave you participated in any Pugwash Conferences? 

1. Captured by a dictatorship, in a historical. tragedy. 

2. p = 0.1 a gravely high number. If we do not repair our domestic divisions, w& 
may (mis?)lead the hardliners in the USSR to try for very risky adventures.:.in the 
belief that we are incapable of responding. (E.G. a Cubanization of Latin America). 

3. Discussions at meetings in US and Europe. Vists to my lab= 

I have nver visited USSR 

4. "Waking Giant". Confused in national ideology. (Communism may be a passing phase in 
its national development+,;)/ i.e. natiOnalism runs'dekpr than politic4 

5. Would require a major stupidity. p = .05. 

6. No. (Hard luck in following thiough several invitations that I had intended to 
accept.) 
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1. Do you feel one's:instituti&al FOSft$bllj whether one is in 
academia, industry or government coiors one's political perceptions? 

2. If yes, hoI?? 
3. If not, why not? 

1. Personal success invidiously systains faith In the status quo. 

"Outspoken liberals" would be intemperate radicals if they lacked persons1 anchors. 

1. E L Tatum Yale Univ 1946-7. 

2 No' 
3 Casually 

4 Moderately 

5 No -- excepp he was a model of a temperate man 
. 

1. 17110 wiq you thesis &vi&r? IJhere? F&en? 
2. IJerc you politic$lJ-7 . 

while a siuden'7 3. Did you discuss r?o~ltlcs or the science-politics 
interface Giith your prof&ssor3 

4 . - ; Are you still in clot,; touch with your professor? :Cl 
. . 5. Do you feel he ha2 any influence upon your political 

views or attitudes? 
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EOLIZ -rlODE& (D) 

1. rthich of your own. stu&nts are active. politically? 
2. Do yc)u discuss polit.ics or science. politics withthem? 
3. Do you keep in close touch with your former 

students? 
-4. Do you feel you influenced any of their political 

views or attitudes? 

mirror image of p. 27 

2 . . In keeping with times, much more than I did. 
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‘1. &wrS +u. ever work4 on weapons. Zevclopnent? 
2.. What defen& related work. have you been connected with? 
3. Is any of your research deferxe sponsored? - 
4. Is arty of your research governnent sponsored? 
5. has the pattern changed over the last 5 years? 
6. What percentage of your time is spent advising the government? 

1. No 2, None very directly, 3 Yes: ARPA funds a computer-intelligence project 
that w.e would have trouble finding alternative support for, though NIH and NSF are 
beginning to come through. No trace of political interference'from DOD; the project 
has no short-term military utility. (May be an input to strategic command and control 
systems at some point). 

. 4. All with rare exceptions .(mostly NIH) 

5. Some bits and pieces from USAF cut off. NASA support sevedy cut back. 
Plateauing (and inflationary ero&ion) of NIH/NSF. 

6 10. 

Th7AXE : 

DATE OF II~TERVIEU: 
MAY 11 wt 

PLACE: 

MT OTKER~PLOPLE SO YOU SUGGEST I I!!TEP.VIC~!? 

IlAY. I USE YOUR Ii&!!: WU.Ei? I GOXTAGT lfI>l? 

Prof. J&h~a Lbderbkg 
?qwmt of Genetkg 
%ool of Medrcirw 
Stanford University 
SW&d, C&ifmia odiarps 


